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Complaint #2000-08 
State of Louisiana vs. Valerie B. Wolf, BCSW 


Three secial workers in a professional peer consultation group filed this complaint about Valerie B. 
Wolf's social work practice after they heard information which troubled them in the group. After 
thoroughly investigating the matter, the Board's complaint investigation officer submitted a report 
on November 19,1999 and recommended a hearing to resolve the issue. The Assistant Attomey 
Genera! filed an Administrative Complaint on April 10, 2000. On May 12, 2000, the Board held a 
hearing in which Board members heard testimony, received stipulations of fact, and reviewed 
numerous documents submitted as evidence. The individuals who testified are Valerie Wolf, 
LCSW; PR, a client; Andre Surcout, LCSW; Bruce Kleski, LCSW; Ross Gallo, MD; and Rebecca 
Stiling, LCSW. Based on a thorough review of all the evidence, the Board unanimously concluded 
that the allegations in the letter of complaint are true. 

The Board makes the following findings of fact: 


Findings of Fact: 

1. Valerie Wolfis a Licensed Clinical Social Worker (LCSW), number 908, who has practiced 
social work and psychotherapy in New Orleans Louisiana since 1977. A 1974 graduate of 
Syracuse University School of Social Work with the Master of Social Work degree, she has 
a specialty in treating victims of mind control programming and /or sexual abuss. 

2. One of Ms, Wolf's clients is MB, age 37. [The initials “MB” and “PR” refer to clients; they 
are used to protect client confidentiality.] Although MB, who is in fragile mental health, was 
not called by either side to testify, the Board learned considerable information about her 
situation through testimony and through Ms. Wolf’s treatment notes on MB. According to 
Ms. Wolf's case records on MB, MB’s mother died when she was an infant, and her father 
was incarcerated. MB and her five siblings were placed in a children’s home, Eventually 
MB was placed in a foster home, and remained there for the rest of her minority. MB, 
according to case records and testimony, claims that her foster mother repeatedly physically 
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and sexually abused her, both in the past and in the present. MB completed some college 
education. ‘Though she has some computer skills, MB is unable to work because of her 
mental illness and exists on Social Security Disability. She was previously mactied, but MB 
now lives alone and, according to case notes, is a lesbian. The Board finds that Ms. Wolf 
offered no evidence, nor does her record reflect, that she attempted to comoborate allegations 
of'past abuse, or facts of MB's past living situation, or previous mental health diagnoses and 
treatment. 

3. Ms. Wolf's notes of 10/8/98 state that MI was diagnosed by Louisiana State Hospital in 
Mandeville in 1996 as having Dissociative Identity Disorder (DID). This disorder, which 
is listed in the Diagnostic and Statistical Manual of Mental Disorders (Fourth Edition) of 
the American Psychiatric Association, is characterized by the presence of two or more 

; distinct identities or personality states that recurrently take control af the individual's 
@ behavior, accompanied by an inability to recall important personal information that is too 
extensive to be explained by ordinary forgetfulness. Based on case records and testimony, 
MB often experiences trance states, during which she dissociates or “switches” from one 
personality to another. Ross Gallo, MB's current psychiatrist, testified that MB’s case is 
complex and requires substantial time, and that MB had improved in her fimctioning during 
her treatment with Ms. Wolf. MB's prognosis for recovery is poor, according to the 
testimony of Dr. Gallo. At the time of the hearing, MB was in a psychiatric hospital. The 
Board finds that Ms. Wolf's records are deficient because they contain no-release of 
information forms from psychiatrists or medical personnel. In fact, the records do not 
specify the names of treating psychiatrists, past or preset. 

4, Ms. Wolf's treatment goals and plans are not specified in the case record which she 
submitted to the Board. However, based on testimony and case records, the Board belisves 
that Ms. Wolfs goals of treatment with MB ere to deal with painful memories of abuse, 

 ) MB purports to manifest. The Board finds that professional standards dictate that case 
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activity should be driven by goals and treatment plans, and thet Ms. Wolf's records do not 
specify these elements. 

5. Ms. Wolf's notes and testimony reveal that Ms. Wolf often brought MB into and out of 
france states. Ms. Wolf testified that this activity does not constitute hypnosis. The Board, 
however, has determined, based on respondent's description, that it does indeed constitute 
hypnosis, and thet a mental health professional must be quite clear about the nature of 
hypnosis and when it may be used in cases of DID. 

6. MB has experienced frequent physical traumas, such as dislooated limbs, vaginal infections, 
cuts, bleeding ulcers, cellulitis and skin infections (some caused apparently by injections of 
fecal material, as reflected in the case notes of 10/17/99), headaches, locked jaws, bruises, 
and many other injuries. MB is also diabetic. She has been hospitalized at least 16 times 
over the last 6 years for physical and mental treatment, sometimes for many weeks at a time. 
She also reports thet she has been raped frequently. According to the record, MB often 
discusses suicide as an option, and sometimes gives in to her compulsion to cut and mutilate 
hersel£ 

7. Ms. Wolf submitted as evidence a set of protocols to explain her treatment philosophy, 
procedures, and policies in dealing with individuals who are mind control and DID victims. 
Ms. Wolf, according to her protocols, encourages clients to depend on her (or become 
“attached”, as she says), because she belicves that their ability to heal is directly correlated 
to their ebility to attach to another person, particularly a therapist. According to her case 
notes, Ms. Wolf has been sesing MB several times 2 week (sometimes having multiple 
contacts per day) since October 1998, and telephones her several times a week, including 
weekends and vacations. Case records and testimony also reveal that Ms. Wolf has 
accompanied MB to the physician, the emergency room, Walmart, and Kmart on numerous 
occasions. Records reveal that a close, seemingly intimate emotional relationship resulted 
from all this contact. The entry on 10/9/99 states that “she [MB] knows the background 
noises of my [Wolf] house”. The entry of 1/9/00 states that “I always call her on the 
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weekend...” The Board can see no therapeutic reason for this extraordinarily high level of 
contact, Jn fact, the Board finds that this contimuous, very high level of involvement is sure 
to fatigue the professional, consequently impairing the professional's decision-making and 
judgment. Further, it blurs appropriate professional boundaries, results in over-involvement, 
and encourages the client to seriously over-depend on the professional. 

8. After making a contract with MB for long sessions, Ms. Wolf conducted 18 long sessions 
(approximately 10 hours at a time) with MB. She has conducted numerous other therapy 
sessions with MB that lasted 4-8 hours at a time. Ms. Wolf testified that these long sessions 
are necessary to allow the client to deal with hidden painful memories of past brotalization. 
The Board finds that these marathon sessions are not supported in main-stream professional . 
literature and theory, and noted that Ms. Wolf offered no evidence of professional validation 

s - of marathon sessions. The Board also finds that engaging in sessions where the client and 

© professional are together alone for Jong hours demonstrates poor professional judgment, 

opening the professional up to charges of misconduct. Further, because such long sessions 

must be extraordinarily fatiguing to both professional and client, they contribute to poor 
decision-making and blurred boundaries. 

9. From October 1998 to summer, 1999, MB regularly came to Ms. Wolf's office for sessions, 
though case notes reflect some home visits dating from May 1999. However, in June 1999, 
MB left Ms. Wolf’s office, went into a trance state in her vehicle, and drifted into traffic. - 
Ms. Wolf decided that it was unsafe for M5 to come to the office, and offered therapy at 
MB's apartment. Ms, Wolf testified that she had a key to MB's apartment and bad been to 
the apartment 6-7 times prior to August 1999. The Board finds that, typically, a professional 
holding a key to a client's dwelling violates professional boundaries and creates a situation 
in which the client can be exploited. Further, the Board finds that, given the serious 
diagnosis of this client (a diagnosis which manifests itself partially through the inability af 
the patient to process interactions in normal ways), Ms. Wolf needed stronger, not weaker 

@ boundaries around client-professional relationships. Conducting intensive therapy in a 
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seriously mentally ill patient's home shows poor professional judgment because the 
professional cannot demonstrate definitively that she did not mistreat or exploit the client in 
the privacy of the cliont’s home. 

MB is severely impaired by her condition, which qualifies her for Medicare coverage. 
Medicare does not typically pay for marathon sessions, so Ms. Wolf bas treated MB for little 
tono remuneration on numerous occasions. ‘The Beard notes that Ms. Wolf was committing 
a large part of her time to this client, and was clearly not doing it for financial gain. Ms. 
Wolf's rewards came from other sources, one of which appears to be Ms. Wolf's need to be 
helpful. However, the Board believes that another major source of reward for Ms. Wolf was 
that MB's case supported and enlarged Ms. Wolf's belief system about mind control 
conspiracies. 

MB hes been a member of the Rape Crisis Support Group at the YWCA for several years. 
Her neighbor, PR, is a peer co-facilitator of that group. 

For several years until fall 1999, Ms. Wolf and the three complainants (Nikidi Alexander, 
LCSW; Nancy Heilner, LCSW; and Rebecca Stilling, LCSW) consulted on a monthly basis 
about specific case issues in their practices. 

On August 17, 1999, Ms. Wolf met with this peer group and reported that, on August 16, 
1999, Ms. Wolf had gone to MB’s apartment. Ms. Wolf related that, on August 16, 1999, 
Ms. Wolf stood at MB's front door and saw MB nude on her bed, semi-comatose, with 
several needles protruding from various parts of her body. Ms. Wolf claims that she did not 
enter the apartment. PR, the friend and neighbor of MB who is a client of complainant 
Rebecca Stilling, disputes this recollection, saying that when PR arrived at MB's apartment, 
Ms, Wolf was inside the apartment. Ms. Wolf also testified that she amived at the apartment 
around noon, while PR testified that Ms. Wolf was inside the apartment at about 10:30 am. 
PR came to MB’s apartment because Ms, Wolf called and asked her to come. Ms. Wolf 
testified that she phoned PR from a near-by phone, because Ms. Wolf's attomey had told her 
to have a witness present to such situations. Case notes as early as 6/14/99 reveal, in fact,. 
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that Ms. Wolf... “met with peer co-facilitator [PR] to explain the treatment plan, the trance’ 
work, and to explain about mind control issues”. The Board finds that involving PR (an 
active client for treatment of some of the same problems besetting MB) in the treatment 
activities of a seriously ill fellow client constitutes exploitation of both PR and MB and 
violates professional boundaries. The evidence strongly suggests that Ms. Wolf knew that 
she was dangerously close to violating the law and was placing herself in a precarious 
position, since she had already consulted her attomey about this matter. 

15. Because MB is diabetic, PR (who is also diabetic) checked MB’s blood sugar and found it 
low. She and Ms. Wolf administered coca cola andl sugar to MB. 

16. PR, who had brought a camera to document MB’s condition, took pictures of MB. PR and 
Ms. Wolf both testified that they covered MB's “private parts” before snapping the photos. 
Ms. Wolf maintains that she exited the room while PR took these pictures, but PR testified 

@ that Ms. Wolf was present in the room during the photography. The Board notes that though 
testimony was offered to demonstrate that these pictures are not developed, the very 
existence of the pictures presents a danger to MB’s dignity should they fall into the wrong 
hands. ‘The Board fails to understand why it was necessary for the therapist to have these 
pictures. If evidence of wrongdoing was indicated, the Board believes that law enforcement 
should bave taken the pictures. The Board considers the taking of these pictures under the 
stated circumstances to be exploitative. 

17. Ms. Wolf removed the neediles, which were described as short hypodermic needles of the 
type used to give insulin injections. Ms. Wolf testified that both of MB’s hips and shoulders 
were dislocated, Ms. Wolf put tie hips and shoulders back into place. She testified that she 
is qualified to do this procedure because of her college degree in kinesiology and her 
packground in coaching, and that previously she had put MB's dislocated limbs back in place 
6-7 times. She further testified that she had been told by physicians that it was acceptable 

for her to administer this procedure to MB, Ms, Wolf also maintains that MB gave her 
@ permission to manipulate the shoulders and hips, though the record contains no writen 
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release from MB or permission from physicians to conduct any physical treatment. The 
Board finds that removing hypodermic needles and relocating limbs falls outside the scope 
of social work practice and likely constitutes practicing medicine without a license. To the 
Board’s knowledge, Ms. Wolf does not have even any current first-aid training. Further, the 
Board notes that, if MB agreed: to this procedure, official release forms should be 
documented in the record. 

During the process of taking pictures, Ms. Wolf and PR discovered that a wooden dowel 
about | inch in diameter was protruding from MB’s vagina. MB complained of the pain it 
caused. 

Ms. Wolf testified that MB was no longer semi-conscious but was now responsive. MB, Ms. 
Wolf testified, begged Ms. Wolf and PR not to call the police or emergency services, because 
MB considered her past experiences with these individuals to be degrading and traumatizing. 
MB further, according to Ms. Wolf, was concemed that the comings and goings of 
emergency personnel would prejudice her with her landlord and that she might lose her 
apartment lease as a result. 

According to Ms. Wolf, the women discussed what to do for approximately 45 minutes, 
during which MB was apparently in pain. PR testified that this long discussion did not take 
place. In fact, PR testified that Ms. Wolf stated that they could not take MB to the hospital 
because the hospital staff was “infiltrated by the CIA and would abuse MB”. The Board 
finds that a prudent, reasonable professional would have contacted appropriate emergency 
medical services to address MB’s physical problems, and would have done so immediately 
when she discavered MB to be unresponsive. 

Ms. Wolf described herself as “overwhelmed” by the situation and very uncertain about what 
to do. The Board has no doubt that this is true, and concludes that the major reason Ms. 


: Wolf felt overwhelmed was that she had consistently failed to maintain professional 


boundaries with this client; ghe was so intensely over-involved with MB that she could no 
longer make decisions and fanction as a prudent professional would. 
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According to Ms. Wolf, sho and PR exited the room to allow MB to remove the dowel by” 
herself. However, Ms Wolf testified that MB, because of a hand injury and because of her 
large size, could not reach the wooden object to ramove it PR testified that she had no 
memory of Ms. Wolf leaving the room. 

Ms. Wolf resolved the situation by placing a plastic bag over ber hand and grasping the 
wooden dowel, removing it from MB’s vagina. She claims that MB gave her permission to 
perform this task. ‘The Board finds this action to be totally unacceptable; it violates both the 
letter and the spirit of ethics about professional boundaries. Further, removal of foreign 
objects from body orifices should be handled by medical personnal to avoid injury to the 
body. 

Ms. Wolf testified that MB continued to complain of pain, Ms. Wolf stated that, when she 
withdrew the wooden object, a piece of metal also became visible protruding from MB's 
vagina, Ms. Wolf stated that it was slippery, and she had to remove the plastic bag to gain 
purchase on the object and remove it. It was 2 bracelet with sharp edges. According to Ms. 
Wolf, she did not reach inside MB's vagina to seoure the bracelet, but PR testified that Ms. 
Wolf inserted her bare hand into the vagina to remove the bracelet. Once again, the Board 
finds that Ms. Wolfs actions violated boundaries and placed the client at risk of further 
physical and emotional damage. 

Case notes for 8/16/99 reflect that Ms. Wolf also noticed, through the sheet, a marks-a-lot 
sticking out of MB’s “bottom”. Ms. Wolf removed this object. The Board finds this botl: 
remarkable and unacceptable. 

On Angust 16, 1999, Ms. Wolf did not secure emergency medical or police services to deal 
with the situation. Ms. Wolf, however, testified that she had, on previous occasions, called 
the police and EMS to tend to MB, and that these personnel had usually seemed dismissive 
and demeaning to MB's situation. (in fact, case notes in April 1999 reveal that MB alleges 
that police officers raped her when she was in college.) After MB was allegedly raped on 
Tone 18, 1999, Ms. Wolf facilitated MB being hospitalized and given a rape Idit, with 


-) 
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apparently highly unsatisfactory resuite: the health care and police personnel involved were, 
according to Ma. Wolf, disbelieving and demeaning. Further, calling emergency personnel 
generally resulted in MB being hospitalized for psychiatric treatment, which MB did not 
want. No records of these police/EMS reports were offered into evidence. The Board finds 
that Ms, Wolf's records are deficient because they do not reflect police and EMS reports. 

27, Ms. Wolf and PR also reported that, on August 12, 1999, Ms. Wolf found MB in a semi- 
comatose state in her apartment. On that occasion Ms. Wolf discovered and removed two 
dildos from MB's vagina, though she claimed that she did not reach inside the body to secure 
them. According to the original complaint and to PR’s testimony, Ms. Wolf also removed 
a dildo from MB's anus, though Ms. Wolf denied this allegation. She put MB's limks back 
into place on this occasion. ‘The original complaint stated that when Ms. Wolf reported this 

‘ incident to her peer consultation group on August 17, 1999, she said she had “a closet full 
@ of dildos” which she has removed from MB. Ms. Wolf testified that this statement was an 
exaggeration. The Board finds that removing dildos from a client’s body is far removed 
from the actions of a prudent and reasonable professional, Further the Board notes that, after 
Mg. Wolf ceased home visits to MB’s apartment on August 17, 1999, the record reveals no 
more incidents involving dildos. This fact supports the Board’s contention that, by violating 
professional boundaries, Ms. Wolf was contributing to an environment in which MB could 
escalate her bizarre behavior to increasingly attract Ms. Wolf's attention and pull Ms. Wolf 
deeper and desper into MB’s dysfunctional world. 

28. Ms. Wolf further reported to her peer consultation group that MB's hips and shoulders had 
repeatedly been dislocated by “goons”, individuals who had been sadistically abusing and 
torturing MB, and that MB was the victim of 2 mind control conspiracy. 

29, When Ms. Wolf related the events of August 12 and 16, 1999 to her peer consultation group, 
three licensed social workers in the group felt compelled to lodge a complaint against Ms. 
Wolf's actions, stating that Ms. Wolf had violated proper professional boundaries. 

@ 30. According to the testimony of one of the complainants, Rebecca Stilling, PR called Ms. 
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gtilting to report om these events om the same day that Ms, Wolf acknowledged the matter. 
PR was upset by these events. Her report confirmed the social workers’ conviction to make 
areport. Ms. Stilling also explained to Ms, Wolf that she did not think it was therapeutically 
spice for PR (a survivor of childhood abuse) to be involved in these interventions with MB. 
The Board agrees. 

tipo the advice of the peer consultation group, Ms. Wolf informed MB that she could no 
longer make visits to MB’s apartment. Further, at the peer group’s suggestion, in September 
1999, Ms. Wolf voluntarily entered into supervision with Andre Sureouf, LCSW, which wes 
on-going at the time of the hearg. At Ms. Surcouf's urging, Ms. Wolf developed 
explanations of her beliofs about mind control and protocols Zor her work with people she 
has identified as victims of mind control conspiracies, and she subsequently offered these 
documents to the Board as exhibits. The Board finds that Ms. Wolf should haye had 
treatment protocols in place long before this time, since she testified that she had been 
engaging in this kind of treatment for several years. Forther, her protocols are not annotated 
or supported by any widely accepted professional literature. 

Ms, Wolf testified, and her case notes reflect her belief that MB is the victim of « wide- 
ranging project which is coordinated through the Central Intelligence Agency and/or 
branches of the military. The original project which Ms. Wolf discussed was implemented 
by the CIA over thirty years ago and was known as MKULTRA. It was aimed at 
researching various ways of controlling human behavior. Ms. Wolf expressed belief that this 
project involves systematic, planned brainwashing, However, no evidence was offered to 
directly link MB and the MKULTRA project; in fact, MB's chronological age all but 
eliminates her from being a subject in this project. Ms, Wolf related that MB allegedly has 
been used by the mind control perpetrators for her computer hacking skills, as she can 
destroy wills, legal records, and records of mind contro! experimentation. She can also 
compile lists, such as lists of teen pregnancies, as evidenced in the case notes of 3/3/00. 
‘The Board finds that, in fact, Ms, Wolf actively encouraged MB to believe this mind control 
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conspiracy scenario. As early as February 1999, according to case notes, Ms. Wolf and MB 
are disoussing “experiments”. “I [Ms. Wolf] asked who the experiments were for and she 
[MB] replied that they were for the CIA and the Military. I asked if there was a doctor who 
was involved in what had happened to her as a child and his name was a color, what would 
his name be? She responded that it was Dr. Greens, which every survivor in the country 
knows.” in March 1999, case notes reveal that “..I [Ms, Wolf] knew that she [MB] had 
mind control issues before she walked in my door.” On 3/28/99, Ms. Wolf supplied to MB 
a description ofa triangular symbol which MB supposedly remembered, saying that this “is 
the way that victims of mind control break down the visual images...” The notes for 7/12/99 
read: “I [Ms. Wolf] pointed out that this was a clever way by the perpetrators..to keep her 
under their controL...”. Notes for 12/10/99 state that “I [Ms. Wolf] assured her [MB] that I 
was very familiar with this type of programming”. There are many mare examples 
throughout her case notes which exhibit Ms. Wolf leading the client to engage in conspiracy 
thinking. The Board believes that Ms. Wolf needed MB to confirm and embellish Ms. 
‘Woll’s belief system of a wide-ranging mind cantrol conspiracy controlled by governmental 
and other organizations. The Board finds that this behavior amounts to exploitation of the 
client. 

MB, according to Ms. Wolf, was molested by her foster mother, who allowed the mind 
control “goons” access to MB and continues to facilitate the access of these perpetrators to 
MB. As reflected by her protocols and testimony, Ms. Wolf believes that the reason for this 
mind control experimentation is to determine how well the project can cantrol a victim’s 
behaviors and memories by wiping out the child’s basic personality and causing the 
individual’s personality to split into many different aspects. People who are selected at a 
young age for this experimentation, according to Ms. Wolf, are bright and have good 
memories. She characterized MB as very bright with a memory like a “file cabinet”. The 
conspiracy also apparently involves elements of child prostitution/ pomography and other 
nefarious undertakings, such as actual or artificially engineered memories of satanic ritual 
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abuse, Nazi abuse, KKK abuse, and cult abuse. According to Ms. Wolf's protecols, millions ° 
of dollars are spent yearly to brainwash children by the use of psychological techniques, 
drugs, and various kinds of equipment, such as electrodes. 

In her protocols, Ms. Wolf says that controllers supposedly use techniques such as post- 
hypnotic suggestion, extreme pain, and double binds. Molestation by controllers also 
supposedly involves repeated rapes of the victims by humans and sometimes animals. Case 
notes for 12/20/99 record that MB states she was “raped by a German Shepherd dog, then 
by apig and finally by a goat”, all of which led Ms. Wolf to believe that this activity was part 
ofa child pomogrphy sing. The Board finds that these storles of various bam-yard animals 
raping hapless humans defy imagination and contradict known behavior in the animal 
kingdom. The fact that Ms. Wolf gave any credit at all to such fantasies demonstrates her 
serious inability to process facts with this client. 

The result of this severe abuse, according to Ms. Wolf, is that patients lose their “sense of 
self” and split into multiple personalities. Their logic, decision-making, and sense of time 
frames often appear bizarre. Such patients, Ms. Wolf states, are focused on survival and are 
narcissistic. They often engage in self-destructive behaviors, in which a self-inflicted pain 
masks the trus emotional pain and blocks harsh memories. According to Ms. Wolf's theary, 
the perpetrators of abuse also plant suicidal ideas in the victims’ minds, conditioning aspects 
of the personality to practice dying, conditioning which is reinforced by pain and is often 
linked to feelings of low self-esteem. The self-destructive or suicidal behaviors, however, 
are frequently not life-threatening, according to Ms. Wolf, and therefore do not require 
hospitalization. The Board finds that self-destructive actions should always be taken 
seriously. Further, the Board finds that social work practice instructs professionals thet self 
destruction can be explained by more traditional factors of mental health functioning rather . 
than by external forces of brain-washing and mind control. 

This torture is on-going, according to Ms. Wolf, who believes that alleged perpetrators 
continue to have access (sometimes through the foster mother) to MB. Frequently, these 
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alleged people rape MB and dislocate MB's limbs, often leaving her with limited mobility, 
sometimes to the extent that she cannot secure food and drink for herself, These supposed 
abusers often steal ]MB’s insulin or overdose her on insulin; they also steal her psychiatric 
and physical medications. The alleged perpetrators have also stolen MB's clothing and 
personal effects, as well as damaging her computer and her car. According to both testimony 
and case notes, the “goons” often appear directly after MB completes a phone conversation 
with Ms. Wolf, No explanation was offered for how the perpetrators know when the phone 
conversation takes place or is complete. The Board finds that this scenario of “goons” 
accomplishing these things defies logic and is not supported by any other evidence. Ms. 
Wolf appears to accept that MB is raped and injured almost at will by goons. These 
activities should be reported as crimes to the authorities. 
38. Ms. Wolf's testimony and case records reveal that she believes that one purpose of this 
@ torture is to interrupt and frustrate Ms. Wolf's deprogramming efforts with MB. In fact, she 
believes that controllers brainwash victims specifically to make therapy unsuccessful. 
39. Ms, Wolf states that selected victims, such as MB, are assigned monitors by the conspiracy. 
These monitors follow the victims through life, continuing to inflict pain whenever the 
victim strays from the behavioral codes implanted through the mind control regime. The 
controllers induce continued amnesia and attempt to keep victims from talking about their 
experiences. One place where monitors (torturers) can access victims is in hospital settings, 
according to Ms, Wolf, that is one reason MB is opposed to hospitalization. Ms. Wolf 
testified that there are many people across the nation who have knowledge of this conspiracy, 
and that she has attended national meetings and other leaming opportunities to find out about 
mind control conspiracies. She did not identify, however, any widely accepted professional 
literature to substantiate her beliefs or her techniques regarding mind control, While the 
Board acknowledges that mind-control experiments are within the realm of possibility, it 
fails to see logical reasons why any organization would continually invest extravagant 
@ resources and risk grave danger to keep afloat such a conspiracy as Ms. Wolf outlines, More 
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to the point, the Board believes that conspiracy theory is a very faulty basis for therapy. ~ 
Ms. Wolf testified that, about half the time, she believes that MB actually is being tortured 
by perpetrators or “goons”. The other half of the time, Ms. Wolfis uncertain. Her case notes 
reflect few questions about the veracity of the conspiracy theory, however; she appears ta 
accept the whole scenario as trus. Ms. Wolf testified that many of MB’s wounds cannot be - 
self-inflicted. The Board finds that there are alternate explanations for these injuries. The 
most likely explanation is that many of these wounds are self-inflicted, but MB may also be 
engaging in “rough trade” and locating individuals who will inflict these injuries. The Board 
finds it unbelievable that “goons” are entering MB's apartment in a densely populated area 
for months, and no neighbor has seen or heard the activity. The Board further finds that Ms. 
Wolf's seeming acceptance of MB's stories, which are bizarre in the extreme and are not 
supported by any unbiased source, demonstrates a conscious indifference to the 
consequences of her behavior on MB, behavior which leaves MB existing in a frightening 
but fictitious world, where MB is not protected from harm. 

Ms, Wolf testified that strange events had happened in her relationships with MB and other 
clients who are allegedly victims of mind control. Specifically, she testified that the “goons” 
had been able to synthesize Ms. Wolf's voice and face to confuse and mislead her clients. 
Consequently, Ms. Wolf and MB worked out private code words and procedures to identify 
themselves (as evidenced in notes of 3/15-16/00). However, the Board notes that the 
incidents which lead Ms, Wolf'to describe these synthesizers emerge from clients like MB, 
who are extraordinarily manipulative, Accepting these stories increases the unprofessional 
bond between professional and client, heightens the secrecy of the relationship, and 
contributes to the “us-agains!-them” conspiracy atmosphere of the relationship. 
According to her protocols, Ms Wolf attempts to treat victims of brainwashing with therapy 
which is led by the patient, to give the patient a great deal of control over the focus and 
activities of therapy. She does a lot of “memory work”, in which she attempts to help 
patients see where their memories deviate from truth. She teaches patients to create mental 
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images and use them to counteract the negative messages planted by the controllers, She 
claims that she does not use hypnosis with these clients because it robs them of control. 
While the Board certainly supports olient determination, the Board finds that the professional 
oust at all times be the executive of the therapentic relationship, 

Ms, Wolf believes that it is the client's responsibility to stay alive, and that it is the 
therapist's responsibility to ensure that the client is safe in the office. Case notes reveal on 
several occasions that Ms. Wolf retrieved from MB weapons such as knives and razor blades 
that MB had brought to therapy with her. Also, with the client’s permission, Ms. Wolf 
restrains clients to keep them from hurting themselves, and her notes of her work with MB 
reflect many instances in which Ms. Wolf physically restrained MB. There are no releases 
for restraint from MB in the record, however. Ms. Wolf further believes that the client 
should make the decision to go to the hospital if necessary, thereby increasing the client’s 
sense of empowerment. The Board notes, however, that people with profound mental illness 
ofien are not good judges of their needs for medical intervention. The professional should 
at all times act in the best interest of the client in such cases, 

Because victims of mind contro] allegedly have been severely abused by health care 
practitioners, and because a victim’s various personalities respond differently to treatment 
and medication, Ms. Wolf often sccompanies clients to their health and hospital care 
situations. Her notes reflect that she often accompanied MB to physicians or emergency , 
Ms, Wolf’s testimony and notes reflect that she believes MB is being “accessed” by 
perpetrators of abuse who are inflicting injuries and terrorizing MB, though Ms. Wolf offered 
no evidence or eyewitnesses of such perpetrators being seen in or around MB's apartment. 
At one point, Ms. Wolf considered hiring a private detective to determine if these individuals 
were entering MB's apartment, but she never did so. Ms. Wolf asserts that the therapist, 
distance and recognize that she camnot rescue the client from the abusers or “goons”. It has 
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been Ms. Wolf's experience that involving the police is often ineffective, as the polics 
frequently do not belicve the client's story about the perpetrators. Furthermore, Ms. Wolf 
agserts that clients often assume that if abusers are arrested, the mind controllers will only 
send more perpetrators who may be even worse. In order to protect themselves, clients must 
be taught, Ms. Wolf states in her protocols, how to be watchful and vigilant shout their 
personal safety to avoid the perpetrators assigned to bratalize them. The Board finds that 
Ms, Wolf's adberence to this conspiracy scenario encourages paranoia. The Board also notes 
that, given MB’s condition, Ms. Wolf failed to make timely reports of abuse of a disabled 
individual to the appropriate authorities. MB is clearly disabled, and case notes reflect on 
many occasions that Ms. Wolf believed that abusers were mistreating MB. Though the 
Board received no evidence to support Ms. Wolf's contention, she testified that she notified 
police on a few occasions; ths law, however, requires that a report be made each and every 
time 2 disabled person is abused. 

Though Ms. Wolf's motivation to help MB seems to be genuine, the Board finds that Ms. 
Wolf completely lost her way in this case, largely because she was driven to justify and 
confirm her belief system about mind control. She became so over-invelved with MB that 
she long ago ceased to operate as a therapist with MB; rather, Ms. Wolf alternately 
functioned as MB’s mother, friend, sister, physician, protector, and rescuer. The Board finds 
that Ms. Wolf went beyond violating professional boundaries; rather, she lost sight of thoss 
boundaries completely. This lack of judgment constitutes gross negligence. 

The Board has determined that, more probably than not, MB is indeed beset by goons— but 
they are internal goons. MB is clearly and profoundly mentally ill. The gravity of her 
illness dictates that the therapist rust be correspondingly well-trained, discerning, and 
vigilant, This client (as one can expect from extremely ill clients with MB’s diagnosis) is 
manipulative and seductive, with few if any personal boundaries. Ms. Wolf, in the Board’s 
opinion, was seduced by MB info engaging in behavior that was beyond the professional 
pale. Ms. Wolf, by August 1999, was not in control of the case; the client controlled it- 
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The Board finds that Ms. Wolf, though well-meaning, was practicing far beyond her 
competence in this case. Given the complexity of this case, the Board determined that 
reasonable social work practice requires that Ms. Wolf, early on, needed to institute a team 
approach, in which she had regular frequent consultation with MB's psychiatrist (which is 
not documented in the case records), regular frequent supervision of this case (beyond her 
peer consultation group), and some structure for co-therapy with another professional (not 
another client). Ms. Wolf clearly could not handle this case alone—nor could anyone else 
and the Board believes that any prudent therapist would need and would secure help. The 
Board sympathizes with the difficult, multi-need problems which this case posed for Ms. 
Wolf. For instance, on 5/3/99, Ms. Wolf records that MB went into a trance state in the 
parking lot of Ms. Wolf's office. “I [Ms. Wolf] could not work with her until 7 hours later 
because of other clients, but checked on her periodically. It took 2 hours to bring her out of 
france...". Again on 5/31/99, Ms. Wolf records that MB “again went into trance in her car 
in the parking lot. I worked with her for a while, but then I had to leave to see another client. 
Leame back about 1% hours later and the client was severely dehydrated because it was so 
hot in the parking lot.” These situations are particularly alarming since MB is diabetic. No 
single therapist could respond to all these pressing needs. This client needed timely 
intervention by various trained professionals. Though the Board realizes that resources to 
provide intervention for the chronically mentally ill are very limited, it was critical for Ms. 
Wolf to secure either help for herself or hospitalization for the client. 


Conclusions of Law: 

The Findings of Fact lead the Board to consinde that, on many occasions, Ms. Wolf lost sight of 
appropriate professional boundaries and became intensely over-involved with the client, 
demonstrating a lack of professional judgment amounting to gross negligence. Her attention to a 
scenario of organized and cruel mind control conspiracies distracted her and diluted her focus from 
the client's best interests. Further, her willingness to believe the client's bizarre, unsupported tales 
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demonstrated a conscious indifference to the process which occurred: the more Ms, Wolf accepted 
the elfent’s dysfunctional conceptualization, the more the client engaged in bizarre thinking and 
behavior. This led Ms. Wolf'to increasingly respond to the mind-control elements which supported 
Ms. Wolf's theories rather than to the client’s best interests, resulting in the client being deprived 
of potentiel aud timely protections from both medical and psychiatric harm. Though Ms. Wolf 
believed that her client was being victimized, she did nothing to stop the victimization. These 
behaviors are exploitative. The Board concludes that this case was a difficult and complex one; 
nevertheless, rules of professional practice compel the prudent social worker to secure extensive 
consultation. Despite this, the Board concludes that Ms. Woif continued to practice beyond her 
competence without securing the full array of resources that this client needed. 

Based upon the Findings of Fact, the Board specifically concludes that: 

1. Valerie Wolf, LCSW, violated LA. R.S. 37:2713.A (4), “willfully and repeatedly violating 
any of the provisions of this Chapter”, and (6) “being grossly negligent in the practice as a 
board certified social worker”, as demonstrated by the Findings of Fact. 

2. Valerie Wolf, LCSW, violated Rule No. 103.E of the Board’s Rules, Regulations and 
Procedures, “A social worker may not practice beyond his competence. A social worker 
raust make appropriate referrals when the client's needs exceed the social worker's 
competency level, and La. R.S. 37:2713. A. (4) and (6). This conclusion is supported by the 
Findings of Fact. 

3. Valerie Wolf, LCSW, violated Rule No. 103.H. of the Board's Rules, Regulations and 
Procedures, “Relationships with clients, students and supervisees must not be exploited by 
the social worker for personal gain. A social worker must not violate such positions of trust 
and dependency by committing any act detrimental to a client, student, or supervise,” and 
La. RS. 37: 2713. A. (4) and (6). The Findings of Fact support this conclusion. 

4. Valerie Wolf, LCSW, violated Rules No. 103. E., “A social worker may not practice beyond 
his competence, A social worker must make eppropriate referrals when the client’s needs 
exceed the social worker’s competency level,” and HL, “Relationships with clients, students, 
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and supervisees must not violate such positions of trust and dependency by committing any 
act detrimental to a client, student, or supervises” of the Board’s Rules, Regulations and 
Procedures. The Findings of Fact demonstrate this conclusion. 

Sanctions: ; 

For violation of the Louisiana Social Work Practice Act and the Board’s Rules, Regulations and 

Procedures, the Louisiana State Board of Social Work Examiners revokes Valerie Wolf's LCSW 

License No. 908. Ms. Wolf has 30 days from the date on which this decision is signed fo terminate 

all clients and to return her license certificate. The Board will accept for review an application for 

the Graduate Social Worker (GSW) certification two (2) years from the date the LCSW License is 
revoked upon completion of the following: 

1 ‘Two (2) years of psychotherapy with a therapist of Ms. Wolf’s choosing. The first year of 
psychotherapy must be on a weekly basis, followed by a comprehensive report from the 
therapist, including a recommendation for the structure and frequency of the second year of 
psychotherapy. 

2. At the end of the two (2) year period of psychotherapy, Ms. Wolf can apply for the GSW 
Certification and then follow the regular procedure for qualifying for the LCSW License with 
this exception: the LCSW-Board Approved Clinical Supervisor(s) who provide the two (2) 
years of postmaster’s supervised experience must be pre-approved by the Louisiana State 
Board of Social Work Examiners. That supervision will be expected to focus heavily on 
appropriate professional boundaries. 

3. Reimbursement to the Louisiana State Board of Social Work Examiners for all costs incurred 
in conection with this disiciplinary action. An invoice covering the costs, including, but not 
limited to investigator's fee, stanographer’s fee and attomey’s fee is attached. 


: Aovd. ae d. ft ee j 
a Dorinda N. Noble, PhD, 
® ; 


